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PREFACE 


This guideline has been prepared as an aid to Apollo Program personnel (NASA, 
Government Agency, and Contractors) in the evaluation of a Contractor's Quality 
Program Plan in accordance with the requirements of NPC 200-2, "Quality Prog- 
ram Provisions for Space System Contractors. " This guideline will provide assur- 
ance that all of the required quality program provisions are considered in the 
evaluation of a Contractor's Quality Program Plan. Comments or questions con- 
cerning this publication should be referred to the Apollo Program Office, Reli- 
ability and Quality Assurance, NASA, Washington, D. C. 20546. 




George A. Lemke 
Director, Apollo 
Reliability and Quality 
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INTRODUCTION 


The Quality Program Plan is the document that describes in detail the contrac- 
tor's program for implementing the requirements of an effective quality system and 
requires the utmost care in its preparation to ensure accuracy and completeness. 
Accordingly, the evaluation of a plan by NASA personnel is of great importance. 

This checklist of questions has been prepared as an aid to the reviewer of a 
Quality Program Plan to effectively evaluate a Plan. The checklist is based on the 
requirements of NPC 200-2 and is arranged in a format similar to the sections of 
NPC 200-2, including sub-paragraph references and titles, with the exception that 
section 2 of this checklist covers both sections 1 and 2 of NPC 200-2. By following 
this checklist, the reviewer is assured that he has considered all of the phases of the 
required quality program and can determine whether or not the contractor has included 
them in the plan. 

To make the evaluation a measurable quantity, a numerical rating system is 
included. This means establishing a percentage figure to indicate the degree of cover- 
age for each and every question in the checklist. Each question is to be considered on 
its own merit with equal importance for all questions. It must be emphasized that in 
establishing the percentage of coverage, only the content of the Plan is to be considered 
in the evaluation. The reviewer should not consider other knowledge of the contrac- 
tor’s operation or the results of previous surveys or Plan submittals. 

The ratings to be used are as follows: 


Not covered 

0% 

Unacceptable coverage 

25% 

Poor coverage 

50% 

Good 

75% 

Excellent 

100% 

Not applicable 

NA 


The NA is used to indicate that the question does not contractually apply to the 
contractor's quality program as determined from a review of the contract quality 
requirements provisions and is not to be considered in the numerical evaluation. 
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To obtain an evaluation for each of the major sections , the reviewer should 
average all of the figures in each section considering each question of equal importance 
in the evaluation. Thus, at the conclusion of the review, there should be a numerical 
rating for each section of the Plan, which should be recorded on the summary sheet 
of this checklist. 

Section 1 of this checklist is included as an indication of an acceptable format 
of good practice and need not be rated nor considered in the overall evaluation of the 
Plan. 


The space provided at the right of the rating column is to be used for remarks, 
such as indicating corrective action, or defining the nonconformance, or any pertinent 
comments regarding the specific question. For every question that does not rate 
100 percent compliance, there should be a notation in the remarks column to indicate 
the reason for the less than 100 percent rating. 

After completing the review, the reviewer should make a narrative summary 
of his observations, based on the notations in the remarks column, include numerical 
rating for each section, note outstanding nonconformances to contractual requirements, 
and conclude with a recommendation for approval or disapproval of the Plan. In the 
case of disapproval, the quality areas that require corrective action or further 
negotiation with the contractor should be identified. 



EVALUATION OF CONTRACTOR'S QUALITY PROGRAM PLAN 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


CONTRACTOR 


CONTRACT NO. 


STAGE OR VEHICLE 


DOCUMENT NUMBER AND REVISION 


DATE 


SECTION NUMBER AND TITLE 


SECTION 2.0 BASIC REQUIREMENTS 


SECTION 3.0 


MANAGEMENT 


SECTION 4.0 DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT CONTROL . 


SECTION 5.0 


SECTION 6.0 


SECTION 7.0 


SECTION 8.0 
SECTION 9.0 


CONTROL OF CONTRACTOR PROCURED 
MATERIAL 


CONTROL OF GOVERNMENT FURNISHED 
PROPERTY 


CONTROL OF CONTRACTOR FABRICATED 
ARTICLES 


NONCONFORMING MATERIAL 


INSPECTION, MEASURING, AND TEST 
EQUIPMENT 


SECTION 10.0 INSPECTION STAMPS 


SECTION 11.0 PRESERVATION, PACKAGING, HANDLING, 
STORAGE, AND SHIPPING 


SECTION 13. 0 TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF 
PERSONNEL 


SECTION 14. 0 DATA REPORTING AND CORRECTIVE 
ACTION 


SECTION 12.0 STATISTICAL PLANNING, ANALYSIS, AND 
QUALITY CONTROL 


SECTION 15. 0 AUDIT OF QUALITY PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 

OVERALL AVERAGE 


QUALITY PROGRAM PLAN 
APPROVED 


EVALUATION BY 


CENTER 


NOT APPROVED 


DATE 
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Name of person responsible for preparation 
of document. 
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Does Table of Contents include: 


Page and paragraph affected. 
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and related documents in the change control 
system. 
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Are the submittal periods for qualification status 
lists established and identified. 
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Is contractor source inspection provided when pro- 
cured articles are at a level of assembly where veri- 
fication of quality cannot be ascertained at con- 
tractor's plant. 


5.23 Is there provision for suppliers to provide objective 

evidence of compliance with requirements in lieu 
of contractor source inspection. 
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Is the responsibility established for defining the 
characteristics to be observed. 
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Handling 

Are there procedures for special handling of articles 
susceptible to damage during fabrication, transpor- 
tation, and in the field. 
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